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4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) IEI Claim(s) 48-59.73-77.91-146 and 150-158 is/are allowed. 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1, 2, 5, 13, 14, 18, 33-35, 40-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Yamamoto in view of RAMSDEN et al. (WO 98/35320). 

As per claim 1 , Yamamoto teaches the claimed audio analysis unit at figure 3, 
item 12, and at column 1 line 24 to column 3 line 8., and the claimed control unit 
at column 3 lines 8-27. Applicant's argument filed January 16, 2004 have been fully 
considered, and Examiner agrees that the difference between the claimed invention and 
Yamamoto. However, such difference is just a trade off between the required memory 
space and the processing time; specifically, in Applicant's claimed invention, the 
features of the animated character are selected, and then the animation frames for 
displaying are formed based on the selected features, whereas, in Yamamoto, the 
animation frames for all possible features are formed, then the animation frames for 
displaying are selected based on the selected features. In other words, in Applicant's 
invention, to save the memory, the processing time for forming the frames based on the 
selected features is critical, whereas, in Yamamoto, to reduce the processing time, the 
memory space for storing the animation frames is critical. Ramsden teaches that 
forming of animation frames based on the animated character is well known (Ramsden, 
page 10, lines 1-14). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made, in view of the teaching of Ramsden, to configure 
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Yamamoto's system as claimed by forming the animation frames for only the selected 
features of the animated characters. As argued above, or showed in Yamamoto 
(column 13, lines 33-55), the motivation for forming only frames of selected features as 
claimed is a trade off between the required memory and processing time. 

Claim 2 requires the compositing unit to create image sequences from individual 
graphic elements. As argued above, , in Applicant's claimed invention, the features of 
the animated character are selected, and then the animation frames for displaying are 
formed based on the selected features, whereas, in Yamamoto, the animation frames 
for all possible features are formed, then the animation frames for displaying are 
selected based on the selected features. In other words, in Applicant's invention, to 
save the memory, the processing time for forming the frames based on the selected 
features is critical, whereas, in Yamamoto, to reduce the processing time, the memory 
space for storing the animation frames is critical. Ramsden teaches that forming of 
animation frames based on the animated character is well known (Ramsden, page 10, 
lines 1-14). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made, in view of the teaching of Ramsden, to configure Yamamoto's 
system as claimed by forming the animation frames for only the selected features of the 
animated characters. As argued above, or showed in Yamamoto (column 13, lines 33- 
55), the motivation for forming only frames of selected features 

Claim 5 requires a graphics database. Yamamoto teaches this at figure 3, item 
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21 . As argued above, Yamamoto does have the compositing unit (which is unit 21 ). 
The difference between the claimed invention and Yamamoto has been pointed out, but 
such difference is just a trade off for the required memory and the processing time as 
showed above. 

Claim 13 further requires a signal analysis unit. Yamamoto teaches this at column 9 line 
47 to column 10 line 36. 

Claim 14 further requires an FFT. Yamamoto teaches this at column 9 line 47 to column 
10 line 36. 

Claim 18 further requires a mouth classification unit. Yamamoto teaches this at column 
12 lines 5-21. As argued above, Yamamoto does have the mouth state information 
(stored in animation parameter profile 18). The difference between the claimed 
invention and Yamamoto has been pointed out, but such difference is just a trade off for 
the required memory and the processing time as showed above. See also Ramsden for 
Lip sync engine 21 which provides mouth state animation routine (page 15, lines 21-25). 

Claims 33-35 further requires a processor, storage, and a program. Yamamoto 
teaches this at figure 3. Applicant's argument filed January 16, 2004 have been fully 
considered, and Examiner agrees that the difference between the claimed invention and 
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Yamamoto. However, such difference is just a trade off between the required memory 
space and the processing time; specifically, in Applicant's claimed invention, the 
features of the animated character are selected, and then the animation frames for 
displaying are formed based on the selected features, whereas, in Yamamoto, the 
animation frames for all possible features are formed, then the animation frames for 
displaying are selected based on the selected features. In other words, in Applicant's 
invention, to save the memory, the processing time for forming the frames based on the 
selected features is critical, whereas, in Yamamoto, to reduce the processing time, the 
memory space for storing the animation frames is critical. Ramsden teaches that 
forming of animation frames based on the animated character is well known (Ramsden, 
page 10, lines 1-14). It would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made, in view of the teaching of Ramsden, to configure 
Yamamoto's system as claimed by forming the animation frames for only the selected 
features of the animated characters. As argued above, or showed in Yamamoto 
(column 13, lines 33-55), the motivation for forming only frames of selected features as 
claimed is a trade off between the required memory and processing time. 

With respect to claim 40, Yamamoto teaches the claimed library at figure 3, item 
21 ; controller as item 17 and compositing engine as item 15. Applicant's argument filed 
January 16, 2004 have been fully considered, and Examiner agrees that the difference 
between the claimed invention and Yamamoto. However, such difference is just a trade 
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off between the required memory space and the processing time; specifically, in 
Applicant's claimed invention, the features of the animated character are selected, and 
then the animation frames for displaying are formed based on the selected features, 
whereas, in Yamamoto, the animation frames for all possible features are formed, then 
the animation frames for displaying are selected based on the selected features. In 
other words, in Applicant's invention, to save the memory, the processing time for 
forming the frames based on the selected features is critical, whereas, in Yamamoto, to 
reduce the processing time, the memory space for storing the animation frames is 
critical. Ramsden teaches that forming of animation frames based on the animated 
character is well known (Ramsden, page 10, lines 1-14). It would have been obvious to 
a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made, in view of the 
teaching of Ramsden, to configure Yamamoto's system as claimed by forming the 
animation frames for only the selected features of the animated characters. As argued 
above, or showed in Yamamoto (column 13, lines 33-55), the motivation for forming 
only frames of selected features as claimed is a trade off between the required memory 
and processing time. 

Claims 41-45 recite features which have been addressed above and are rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 3,4, 6-12, 15-17, 19-32, 36-39, 46-47, 147-149 are objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if re-written in 
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independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. There is some confusing as whether the Preliminary Amendment filed on 
January 16, 2004 is intended for this Application 09/713,476 or the Application serial 
number 09/713,477. To aid the Examiner's examining process, a list of all pending 
claims is requested in response to this office action. 

Claims 48-59, 73-77, 91-146, 150-158 are allowed. 

Due to new ground of the rejection cited above, this action has been made NON- 
FINAL. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phu K. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571 ) 272 
7645. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Razavi, can be reached on (571) 272 7664. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Phu K. Nguyen 
May 7, 2006 



PHU K. NGUYEN 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 
GROUP 2300 



